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EU and the Common Agricultural Policy – time to choose

Dear friends, thank you for giving me this opportunity to present a modest input to a discussion on an issue we all are worried about.

In the accession countries, there is a basis of relatively large areas of undisturbed or lesser disturbed natural areas. Generally speaking, there has been little use of chemicals (incl. fertilisers)  and damage from heavy machinery has been limited. In addition, the legislation and relevant institutions to manage nature and environment are now there.  

In general, I think, this will lead to a better environment in EU at large.

But when it comes to agriculture is the story is different. The enlargement might be justified for other reasons, but hardly because of agriculture. 

The basic structure is not sound! And the danger that the accession countries will follow the same damaging route as we have is overwhelming. We have already laid out the track for them to follow . And a new report from European Environmental Agency shows that accession countries, when it comes to transportation, are able to rapidly adopt a not-sustainable development with increasing traffic and CO2 emissions.

From my position, coming from planning and nature conservation, I think it is necessary to discuss four areas I think it is important to be concerned about when we talk about CAP.

1. The civil society in the accession countries is lagging behind. It is not in a position to care for the environment.

2. The uneven development between centres and periphery in the accession countries.

3. The negative or insufficient positive environmental development in the old member states.

4.  The main direct threats to nature and environment.

Firstly we have the civil society. When I say that it is lagging behind I mean that we now have most of the formalities at place. I mean ‘the hardware’ in terms of legislation and infrastructure to be able to mange the further efforts to achieve sustainable development is there. 

Now the practical implementation should accelerate.

But it can’t work without adequate response from the civil society and this part of the society is not properly properly:


Society has few experiences with democracy and in depen-


dent organisations.

Society mistrusts the state and its actors, at the same time  it asks for a care-taker state which can secure welfare.

Public administration still has a pretty centralised organisation and service structure, and there is a strong need for further capacity-building.

Stefanie Lang from the Latvian branch of WWF discusses this lack of ‘software’. She points these four themes:

There is, she says: 


Low integrated planning capacities on most levels and in most organisations.


Low analytical planning capacities under market economy framework.

Concepts like regional identity and nation are very sensitive and currently being redefined.

Nature protection and development are seen as incompatible or only superficially combined.

These circumstances make people indifferent, apathic and full of misunderstanding, and it makes involvement and public participation difficult. Furthermore, it is obvious that although people’s participation is accepted in principle, it needs to be organised, facilitated and nourished.

The second area I will draw your attention to is the uneven development,  within each of the accession countries.

The process has until now largely been in the larger cities and their surroundings. But outside almost nothing has changed. In most countries we thus can find a very uneven development when we compare the centre to the periphery:

Dynamic urban areas like Prague, Budapest, Krakow and Tallinn where purchasing power and economic structures are comparable to Western European countries.


And

Periphery areas lagging behind dominated by outdated agricultural production and/or industries, suffering from poor education and health standards, social and racial problems. 

If the periphery is to take part in the development we will need a lot of district development if not CAP will only benefit the already commercialised agriculture.

The third point I want to underline is the necessity that the rich already existing member countries of the community takes the lead! And this is not always the case. In many member states the environmental policy is slowing down, and in some it has taken a wrong direction. 

Western concepts of deregulation, privatisation and commercialisation may endanger existing practice of biodiversity protection, public transportation and extensive traditional agricultural practice.

Take Denmark as an example. The present government which came to power a year ago has given nature and environmental policy a clear-cut lower priority than the former government. Although even that government was not living up to what is really needed. So the trend in Denmark to day is far from sustainable. 

– How can we then imagine that it should happen in the accession countries, which for historical reasons are in a much more difficult situation?

Beckmann and colleagues provide an example of the difficulties  in the Czech Republic that in a turmoil has experienced at least three dramatic changes over half a century. The high frequency of dramatic changes is not good for nature and the environment.


1945 Collapse I: Communist rule forced an end to all private enterprise.


1989 Collapse II: Collapse of manufacturing and downturn in agriculture.


1992 after a brief springtime: a sharp turn away from a commitment to sustainability.

Also Denmark, as I mentioned, we can see

A turn away from a former ambitious commitment to sustainability and being a ‘lead country’.


Independent organisations are weakened (funds withdrawn).

Budget cuts on domestic nature and environmental programmes as well as foreign aid programmes.

And in general


A more shortsighted, market oriented and populist policy.

And the latest: In the role as present chairman of the Union our prime minister persists in unstabilisationdestabalising when he in the present negotiations invites the accession countries to transfer money from pillar II to pillar I. 

The main direct threats to nature and environment related to the agricultural policy are:

A very high number of people have to leave their farms in order to improve the economy for the few that stay in business.

1. Loss of traditional low intensive permanent grasslands. They may either be used more intensively or given up left to re-growth.

2. Increased and uncontrolled use of fertilizers and manure.

3. Growth in the use of pesticides.

4. Loss and fragmentation of the landscape mosaic of small biotopes caused by strong structural development within agriculture.

5. Increased drainage due to/ as part of intensification.

I don’t think we can avoid all the damage that is threatening. But a controlled decrease in nature and the environment can be better than an uncontrolled one: Landscape stewardship schemes, organic farming, alternative energy and a coupling of tourism to the protection of natural and cultural heritage may be some of the remedies. 

In general:

What is needed?


More soft – less hard infrastructure

(Help the accession countries not to repeat our mistakes, but help them in a way so their standard of living is not falling because of that)


More rural development – less direct payment

 (pillar one is expensive, out-dated, and damaging to the environment)


More bottom-up processes – less top-down practice

(we are too much used to ‘bottom-up’ rhetoric and ‘top-down’ practice)

Integration of environmental protection – not separation from socio-economic development.

(But keep it simple, it is too bureaucratic and complicated already to find out for the farmers, and even more complicated for the 95% of the EU population that are not farmers but tax-payers. So focus on few but strategically important points that we can understand). 
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